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Through projects. Since that time, 27 more projects have been validated
by the OORP. Why such a large discrepancy exists between the national
evaluation and the JORP process fs being studied by the Planning and Evalu-
ation Service in ED,

Parent Involvement Study: Follow Through was one of four programs examined
1n the area of parent~"1nvolvement. The study (1981, See E.2) findings
Indicated that, in keeping with Its regulations, Follow Through parents are
often Involved in a variety of activities at the local sites. Since there
is considerable variation in the manner in which sites Interpret regula-
tions, there 1s a wide range in terms of breadth and intensity of parental
involvement activities. However, in most sites of the Follow Through pro-
gram, with its commitment to parental involvement as a central focus of
the program, there were more activities with greater benefits than were
present'In sites associated with the other programs.

Benefits:

Follow Through as Service: More than half the children currently served
receive instruction in sites certified as supplying exemplary instruction.
However, because sites have been funded only on a continuation basis since
197?, many children in greater need were never directly served by the
program.

Follow Through as Experiment: Follow Through has provided the opportunity
to gather information on wnat works with young disadvantaged children. How-
ever, valuable Information was lost because the program was managed only
for services In the Individual sites. For instance, the program office
sometimes required Follow Through sponsors to Instruct non-Follow Through
teachers in Follow Through districts even though these teachers' classrooms
were being used as comparison groups in the national evaluation. Such
practices led to problematic and Inexact comparisons. Also, the national
evaluation failed to link student outcomes with project Implementation
which generally obscured the causal links to achievement.

Follow Through as Dissemination; Follow Through practices have spread well
beyond sites directly funded by the program. Two States have adopted Follow
Through practices on a statewide basis and a recent survey by sites and
sponsors Indicates over 700 non-Follow Through communities are adopting
Follow Through models or methods. However, the model sponsors have never
been directly funded to disseminate the models even when a large majority
of sites served by the sponsor have been certified by the JDRP^ Resource
centers were only implemented at local sites, none of which had training or
experience 1n dissemination. In contrast to the sites, the sponsors have
long and varied experience in training people to implement the models. The
Irony of this situation is that the sites with resource centers had to sub-
contract with their model sponsors to train LEA personnel to demonstrate
model practices. (See E.I?)

The 5705,000.no of Follow Through monies allocated to the National Insti-
tute of Education (NIE) supports four projects to support locally developed
school improvement efforts which are not related to past grant activities
under the program.